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REMARKS 



Chiimi> 1-38 vver: originally presented in the subject application. CInims 1,9, 13. 21, 25-27 
iind 35 were amended in m Amcndincnt and Response to Office Action dmed Noveriber \4, 2005. 
Claims K 9, 13, 21. 25, 2 >, 27 and 35 have herein been amended, nnd claims 3 and 1 5 canceled 
vvillsoul prejudice, to mci if particularly pohit out and distinelly claim the subject invenlion. No 
claims have herein been rdded or cnnceled. Therefore, claims 1 , 2, 4-14 and 16-38 remain in this 
case. 

The addition of rt w subject matter has been .scrupu}ou.sly avoided. In that rer^ard, support 
for the common amendni :nts to the independent claims can be found throughout the specification, 
for example, in J^JG. 1 A ; nd the description thereof. 

Applicants respe::fuJly request entry of these reinarks, and reconsideration and withdiavval 
of the sole ground of reje :tion. 

35 l.LS.C.fn03 Reiectic t 

I'hc final OlTiec ction rejected claims 1-38 under 35 U-S.C. f?l03, as allegedly obvious 
over Davidson ct al. (IJ.S Patent No, 6,042,614), hereinafter ''Davidson/' in view of! i el al. (U.S. 
Paiciti Application Public alion No. 2003/0056200), hereinafter ^"hi'' Applicants respectfully, but 
most strenuously, traver;; ' this rejection as it applies to the amended claims. 

Amended claim recites a method of fticitiiating debugging of transactions. The method 
comprises executing a tr.3"is:iction on one processor of a plurality of processors, (he transaction 
having debug infonnalioj attached to the transaction. The method further comprises requesting, by 
(he transaction, a service ni another processor of the phjrality of processors. The attached debug 
information is passed wi: \ the transaction from \hc one processor to the another pToce5:sor, 
eliminating a need for atj.ching the debug infonnalion at the another processor. The path of the 
transaction is not predclh cd to a conlrotler of the debugging, and at least a portion of the debug 
information is used to mi >matically establish a new debug session at the another processor without 
intei-vention. The mclhot furUier comprises providing, by the controller to the one processor, at 
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Icasl i\ part oflhe debug i iforniation. vvhcrcin Ihc conlrollcr is dilTcrcril from ihc one processor and 
ihe another processor, ar.« I ihe debug intbnnaiion ifii provided to the <uiother processor independent 
of the controller. 

Amended claim now includes the subjco:! matter of prior claim 3. along with a reciiaiion 
thnt the conlrollcr is difO: 'cnt from the one processor and the another processor, . 

Applicants contin ic to subniit that neither reference, nor their combination, teaches or 
suggests, for example, pa ;sing information used to automatically eslabhsh a new dcbu;;" session a( 
another processor wiihou intervention, as claimed. However, even ignoring this aspect. Applicants 
submit that the cited refci^nccs, aJone or in combination, fail to disclose, teach or suggest, lor 
example, providing the o bug information to another processor independent of the contrt^Hcr of the 
debugging. 

Wile Davidson it j .y teach a debug session generally, the debug session is not b^ing sei. up to 
a second processor witlicnt intervention, as claimed. There may be some conftjsion with the lemi 
^'client host" at page 4 ol" he final Oinec Action. Use oflhe term in Davidson at column 2, line 30 
refers to the llrsl process: r that acts like a client when calling a service on the second processor. 
Regardless of what happ: is when the first processor comiccts to the second in Davidscm in a 
situation whhout debuggi ig, it is clear that if debugging is taking place, intervention is required to 
ensure that the debugger < an connect to the second processor. In this case, FIG, U) of. Davidson and 
the cited description thereof make clear that a determination as to whether a dbx engine is running 
on the remote host is conmunicatcd to the client host by Ihe .server. Thus, nothing happens 
regarding a dbx engine or the remote host in Dnvidson without the knowledge of the client host. 
The noted section of Da\:dson makes clear that when there is no dbx engine running on the remote 
host, it is the client dbx ei ginc that initiates a request for one to be created. Thus, Applicants 
submit that nothing is pa; ;ed to the remote host dbx engine independent oJ thc client host, and, 
therefore, the noted sect! of Davidson does not read on the claim 1 aspect of providing the debug 
information to another pn cessor independent oflhe controller of the debugging. 

Against prior clair \ 3. the fmal Oflke Action also cited to David.son at KIG, 1;) and column 
14. lines 50-64. Mowevei the client host is the controller in Davidson, and FKj, H) and the cited 
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descripriort thereof make ;:lcar that a dctennination QS to whether a clbx cngini? is ruruiing on thf 
remote host is communis Ued to the client host by the server. Thus, nothing h;ippen<j rej>arding a 
dbx engine on the Davids remote host without the knowledge of the client host. Moreover, the 
cited section of Davidso.i makes clear that when there is no dbx engine running on the remote host, 
it is the client dbx engim: that initiates a request for one to be created. Thus, Applicants submit tbnt 
nothing is passed to the n mote host dbx engine independent of the client host. Therefi.>Te, Davidson 
cannot read on the aspect of claim 1 that tlic dcbuy information is provided to the another processor 
independent of the controller (which is ditTerenl). 

In addition, Appli :ants submit that Li fails to remedy tiic abovc-noied shortcoming of 
Davidson regarding the u )ted aspect of claim ]. i'he Global Causa! Identi fier of Li is passed 
between the stub and the ;kelcton. Sec i^i at numbered paragraph 0059. Indeed, the Global Causal 
Identifier is merely loggt: I and Mnalyzed in a separate, later process. Sec Li at FIG. 8 iind numbered 
paragraph 0144. t hus. L does not teach passing debug information ns claimed in chum 1, and used 
to establish a new debug : ession, but merely logs data for post-runtime analysis. 

The Advisory Act on also appeared commented on claim 3 being uncle<ir as to vvhctlicr the 
controller comprised eith r of the processors recited. The amendment herein makes clear that the 
controller of the debuggii g is different from the other processors in the claim. 

Based on the nbov Applicants submit that neither reference, nor their combination, leaches 
or suggests passing infor uUion used to automatically establish a new debug session at another 
proccsstu without intcr\'< iition. as claimed in claim 1 . 

rhcrefore* Applicj nt submits that claim I cannot be rendered obvious over Davidson in 
view of Li. 

Independent claim > 9, 13,21 , 25-27 and 35 each include a limitation similar to that argued 
above with respect lo cia, la L Thus, the remarks made with respect to claim 1 are equally 
applicnble thereto. Ther<; ; orc. claims 9^ 1 3, 2 1 . 25-27 and 35 also cannot be rendered obvious over 
Davidson in view of Li. 
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Applicants submi ih<U the depcndcnl claims arc ailovvable for the same reasons as the 
independent claims Iron- whieh they directly or ultimately depend, as well as for their additioaal 
limitations. 

For all the above : easons. Applicants maintain that the claims of the subject applicntion 
define patentable subject natter and eamcslly request allowance orclaiins 1 , 2, 4-1 4 and 1 6-38. 

If a telephone conference would be ofassislanee in advancing prosecution of the subject 
application. Applicants' i ndcrsigncd attorney invites the Examiner to telephone him ai. the number 
provided- 



Dated: October 6. 2006. 

HRSl.lN KOTI lliNBER'; FARLEY & MESITl P.C. 

5 Columbia Circle 

Albany, New York 1 22( • -5 1 60 

Telephone: (51 8) 452-5( * '0 

Facsimile: (518) 452-5f "9 



Respectfi]lly sut>mitled.. 



Wayne F, Rcinke 
Altorney lor Applicants 
Registration No.: 36.650 
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